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accused of fear of Mussalmans and what not. But I was firm
in my resolve not to take any public notice of the ban on Pandit-
ji. There was no fear of his misunderstanding me. And I knew
that he stood in no need of my protection. He will survive all
the bans that can be declared against him by any temporal power.
His philosophy is his stay. I have watched him at close quarters
amid many a crisis. He has stood unmoved. He knows his work
and prosecutes it without elation or perturbation in fair weather
or foul. I, therefore, laughed to my heart's content when I heard
of the ban. Strange are the ways of potentates. Nothing that I
could write in the pages of Young India would, I knew, induce
H.E.H. the Nizam to recall his fiat. If I had the honour of a per-
sonal acquaintance, I would have straightway written to the
ruler of Hyderabad respectfully telling him that the ban on
Panditji could do no good to his State, much less to Islam. I would
have even advised him to offer Panditji his hospitality when he
went to Hyderabad and could have cited such examples from the
lives of the Prophet and his companions. But I do not possess
that honour. And I knew that a public reference by me might
not even reach his ears. Save, therefore, for adding to the acer-
bity already existing, it could have served no purpose. And as I '
could not add to it, even if I could not diminish it, I chose to
be silent. And my present reference I propose to use for the
sake of advising such Hindus as would listen to me not to feel
irritated over the incident nor to make it a cause of complaint
against Islam or Mussalmans. It is not the Mussalman in the Nizam
that is responsible for the ban. Arbitrary procedure is an attribute
of autocracy whether it be Hindu or Mussalman. We must devise
means of checking autocratic vagaries without seeking to destroy
the Indian States. The remedy is cultivation of enlightened and
forceful public opinion. The process must begin, as it has begun,
in British India proper; because it is naturally freer, being ad-
ministered directly, unlike the States which" are administered
through the vassals of the Emperor. They, therefore, reproduce
the evils of the British system without containing the few safe-
guards that direct British administration provides for its own
sake. In the Indian States, therefore, orderliness depends more
upon the personal character and whims of the chiefs for the time
being than upon the constitution or rather the constitutions under
which the States5 government is regulated. It follows, therefore,
that real reform of the States can only come when the chilling
control of the British Imperial system is at least tempered by the
freedom of British India secured by the disciplined power of the
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